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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed August 24, 2005 have been fully considered 
but they are not persuasive. The sole argument on pages 12-13 states that 
"Independent claims 1,12, 22, and 27, as amended, recite a monitoring 
controller device that monitors for a specified event, where the specified event is 
associated with AV content being sent to a target device. Furthermore, these 
claims recite that the monitoring controller device generates a warning for a 
parent when the specified event is detected. In contrast, Sitnik discloses peer-to- 
peer communications between two televisions that allow one television to access 
AV content information being sent to another television. Furthermore, Kerman 
merely discloses displaying a warning on the device that is currently receiving the 
AV content. Neither reference teaches or suggests a monitoring controller 
device that monitors for a specified event associated with AV content being sent 
to a target device and this device generating a warning when the specified event 
is detected, as claimed." To a certain extent, the Examiner agrees with the 
argument presented. However, the Examiner also notes that the combination of 
the two references, as previously presented, still reads on the amended claims. 
The Examiner clearly indicated that features pointed out according to the 
previous set of claims and will do so again, with regards to the currently 
amended claims. The Examiner contends that Kerman displays or sounds a 
parental warning until a parent acknowledges the warning [Kerman, col. 9, lines 
21-27] and that Sitnik displays the child's currently viewed AV content on the 
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parent's display [Sitnik, paragraph 0016]. The Examiner therefore submits that it 
would have been obvious to display the parental warning at the parental device 
(the parental warning being associated with Kerman and the parental device 
being associated with Sitnik) similarly to how the AV content of Sitnik is displayed 
at the parental device. The Examiner notes that it would have been obvious that 
the warning could be received at a location convenient to the parent, such as the 
parent television of Sitnik. 

Finally, the Examiner cites In re Japikse, 86 USPQ 70, which states that 
rearranging parts of an invention (such as the warning indication being moved 
from the viewing device to the parental device) involves only routine skill in the 
art and Nerwin v. Erlichman, 168 USPQ 177, 179, which states that constructing 
a formerly integral structure in various elements (such as making the warning 
indication separate from the viewing device) involves only routine skill in the art. 

Therefore, in view of the above arguments and the below art rejection, a 
good portion of which has been preserved since the previous Office Action, the 
previous rejection still stands and this rejection is marked as FINAL. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 
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3. Claims 1-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sitnik (US Pub. No. 2002/0010935), previously cited by examiner in view of 
Kerman (USP 5,659,366), previously cited by examiner. 

Regarding claim 1 , the Sitnik reference discloses all of that which is 
discussed with regard to the claimed "system" as follows: 

• The claimed "target device associated with a child, the target 
device comprising a first audiovisual receiver configured to receive 
audiovisual content directed to the target device" is met by the 
child's TV 10N, which receives content similarly to the way the 
parent (or master) TV receives content [paragrapfr0020]. 

• The claimed "monitoring controller device associated with a parent" 
is met by the parent TV 1 0A for identifying content that the child is 
watching [paragraph 0020]. 

• The claimed "second audiovisual receiver configured to access the 
audiovisual content directed to the target device" is met by the 
ability to query the child television and display frames of currently 
viewed content [paragraph 0016]. 

The Sitnik reference does not teach "an audiovisual monitoring application 
that monitors for a specified event and that generates a warning for the parent if 
the specified event is detected, wherein the specified event is associated with the 
audiovisual content". 

The Kerman reference teaches an alarm warning, which warns parents 
using an audible or visible alarm when an undesirable program is being received 
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by the child's device [col. 8, line 60 - col. 9, line 5 & col. 9, lines 21-27], It would 
have been obvious to display the parental warning at the parental device (the 
parental warning being associated with Kerman and the parental device being 
associated with Sitnik) similarly to how the AV content of Sitnik is displayed at the 
parental device. The Examiner notes that it would have been obvious that the 
warning could be received at a location convenient to the parent, such as the 
parent television of Sitnik. Furthermore, as discussed above, the Examiner cites 
In re Japikse, 86 USPQ 70, which states that rearranging parts of an invention 
(such as the warning indication being moved from the viewing device to the 
parental device) involves only routine skill in the art and Nerwin v. Erlichman, 168 
USPQ 177, 179 \ which states that constructing a formerly integral structure in 
various elements (such as making the warning indication separate from the 
viewing device) involves only routine skill in the art. 

Regarding claim 2, the Sitnik reference does not disclose that "a display is 
coupled to the monitoring controller device and is configured to output both the 
warning and the audiovisual content directed to the target device". The Sitnik 
reference simply discloses the ability to display the child's content on the parent's 
device [0016], and, as discussed earlier regarding claim 1, does not make 
mention of a warning at the parent device when a child device is receiving 
undesirable content. The claimed feature is therefore further met by Kerman, 
wherein he discloses the use of a warning [col. 8, line 60 - col. 9, line 5] and the 
background information regarding OSD and the ability to display messages (such 
as warnings) on the screen [col. 3, lines 3-12]. Therefore, it would have been 
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obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to display the 
warning as an OSD along with the objectionable content from the child's 
television on the parent display, in order to allow for simple notification/warning of 
objectionable content using pre-existing technology, such as OSD technology. 

Regarding claim 3, the Sitnik and Kerman references teach all of that 
which is discussed above with regards to claim 1 . However, the Sitnik reference 
does not teach the claimed "system of claim 1 further comprising a user interface 
configured to allow the parent to input the specified event". This claim is met by 
the Kerman reference, wherein it discloses the ability for the user to initially set a 
predetermined MPAA rating value; upon which the alarm is activated if that value 
is reached [col. 8, line 60 - col. 9, line 5], It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to allow the user to input the 
specified content, in order to allow customizability and further control over the 
parental control system. 

Regarding claim 4, the Sitnik and Kerman references teach all of that 
which is discussed with regards to claim 28 (see rejection below). However, the 
Sitnik reference does not teach the claimed "system of claim 28 wherein the 
specified content is chosen from the group consisting of: an offensive lyric, an 
offensive topic, or a program title". This claim is, again, met by the Kerman 
reference, wherein it discloses the ability for the user to initially set a 
predetermined MPAA rating value (industry standard ratings for defining the 
explicitness of a program); upon which the alarm is activated if that value is 
reached [col. 8, line 60 - col. 9, line 5]. It would have been obvious to one of 
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ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to allow the user to input the 
specified content, in order to allow customizability and further control over the 
parental control system. 

Regarding claim 5, the claimed "system of claim 1 wherein the second 
audiovisual receiver is configured to receive and display audiovisual content 
directed to the monitoring controller device concurrently with the audiovisual 
content directed to the target device" is met by the ability for the master TV to 
display its received signal and the second received signal from the slave TV as a 
PIP window [0003], as disclosed in the background of the invention with regards 
to prior art Hiyoshi. 

Regarding claim 6, the claimed "system of claim 1 further comprising a 
network, the target device and the monitoring controller device coupled to the 
network" is met by the TVs being interconnected via a bi-directional connection 
20, which may be an in-home network [0014], 

Regarding claim 7, the claimed "system of claim 6 wherein the network 
comprises a home audio/visual initiative (HAVI)-type network" is^met by the 
discussion of a network protocol known as HAVI being used to interconnect 
home AV devices [0002]. 

Regarding claim 8, the claimed "system of claim 7 wherein the target 
device is a HAVI compliant device" is met by the discussion of each TV being 
coupled to the HAVI network, and therefore, inherently must be HAVI compliant 
in order to function within the network [0002 & 001 4]. 
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Regarding claim 9, the claimed "system of claim 8 wherein the monitoring 
controller device is a HAVI compliant device" is met by the discussion of each TV 
being coupled to the HAVI network, and therefore, inherently must be HAVI 
compliant in order to function within the network [0002 & 0014]. 

Regarding claim 10, the claimed "system of claim 9 wherein the 
monitoring controller device is a full audiovisual node device" is met by the 
discussion of the master controller being able to recognize and control a slave 
device within a HAVI network [0002]. 

Regarding claim 1 1, the claimed "system of claim 1 further comprising: the 
target device coupled to a home audio/visual initiative (HAVI) network; and a 
HAVI compliant monitoring device coupled to the HAVI network and acting as the 
monitoring controller device" discusses the same limitations set forth in claims 6- 
10 and is met by the same discussions as set forth above regarding claims 6-10. 
For further reference, see paragraphs 0002 and 0014. 

Regarding claim 12-21, see the above rejections to claims 1-10, 
respectively. 

Regarding claim 22-26, see the above rejections to claims 1-5, 
respectively. 

Regarding claim 27, see the above rejection to claim 1 . 

Regarding claim 28, the claimed "system of claim 1 , wherein the specific 
event associated with the audiovisual content is selected from the group 
consisting of a channel change, and detecting a specified content characteristic" 
is met by the Kerman reference, wherein it discloses the ability for the user to 
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initially set a predetermined MPAA rating value (industry standard ratings for 
defining the explicitness of a program); upon which the alarm is activated if that 
value is reached [col. 8, line 60 - col. 9, line 5]. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to allow the user to input 
the specified content, in order to allow customizability and further control over the 
parental control system. 

Regarding claim 29, the claimed "system of claim 1 , further comprising: an 
Internet Protocol device coupled to the display, wherein the Internet Protocol 
device is configured to receive the warning and the audiovisual content" is met by 
the fact that instead of utilizing a HAVI network, as thoroughly discussed above, 
the Sitnik reference teaches that the network can be a local area network (LAN) 
using local area network protocols, or a cable network protocol system, as well 
as other manners of proprietary wired or wireless protocol systems [paragraph 
0002]. 

Regarding claims 30 and 31, see the above rejection to claim 28. 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 1 12 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 7 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. Both claims cite the limitation 
"HAVI-type", which is indefinite in view of the disclosure and commonly accepted 
techniques. 
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Conclusion 

6. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection 
presented in this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. 
See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as 
set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is 
filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory 
action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will 
the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Michael R. Shannon who can be reached at 
(571 ) 272-7356 or Michael.Shannon@uspto.gov. The examiner can normally be 
reached by phone Monday through Friday 8:00 AM - 5:00PM, with alternate 
Friday's off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, John Miller, can be reached at (571) 272-7353. 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 
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Please address mail to be delivered by the United States Postal Service 
(USPS) as follows: 

Mail Stop 

Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 2231 3-1 450 

Effective January 14, 2005, except correspondence for Maintenance Fee 

payments, Deposit Account Replenishments (see 1.25(c)(4)), and Licensing and 

Review (see 37 CFR 5.1(c) and 5.2(c)), please address correspondence to be 

delivered by other delivery services (Federal Express (Fed Ex), UPS, DHL, 

Laser, Action, Purolater, etc.) as follows: 



United States Patent and Trademark Office 
Customer Service Window 
Randolph Building 
401 Dulany Street 
Alexandria, VA 22314 

Some correspondence may be submitted electronically. See the Office's 
Internet Web site http://www.uspto.gov for additional information. 

Or faxed to: (571 ) 273-8300 

Hand-delivered responses should be brought to: 

Randolph Building 
401 Dulany Street 
Alexandria, VA 22314 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application 

or proceeding should be directed to customer service whose telephone number 

is (571) 272-2600. 



Michael R Shannon 
Examiner 
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Michael R Shannon 
November 2, 2005 



^^JOHN MILLER 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2600 



